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October 9, 2003

Ms Marlene H Dortch, Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 Twelfth Street, S W

Washington, D C 20554

Re WT Docket No 02-86

Dear Ms Dortch

Lucent Technologies

Bell Labs innovations

Robert A. Geilich
Corporate Counsel

Lucent Technologies Inc
Room 3B-210

67 Whippany Road
Whippany, NI 07981-0903

Telephone 973 385 7393
Facsimile 973 386 2828
getlich@lucent com

RECEIVED & INSPECTED

6CT 2 0 2003

FCC - MAILROOM

This 1s to inform you that Lucent Technologies Inc filed ex parre Further Comments on
October 9, 2003 with respect to the above-referenced proceeding

The ex parte Further Comments were filed electronically in the above-referenced docket
In addition, I am sending one copy of this notice and the Further Comments to the FCC
staff listed below Please contact me directly with any additional questions

Respectfully submitted,

Attachment

Copies to
W Kunze
J Jackson
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1, Lorte M Buonocore, do hereby certify that the foregoing Ex Parte Notice and
Further Comments were transmitted on this 9" day of October, 2003, to

William Kunze, Chief

Commercial Wireless Division
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, SW

Washington, D C 20554

Jay Jackson

Commercial Wireless Division
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, SW

Washington, D C 20554

Michele C Farquhar, Partner
Hogan & Hartson L L P
Columbia Square

555 Thirteenth Street, NW
Washington, D C 20004-1109
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Before the
Federal Communications Commission
Washigton, DC 20554 RECEIVED &INSPECTED
In the Matter of )
) Docket No 02-86 0C1 2 0 2003
AIRCELL, INC )
) FCC - MAILROOM
Pctition for Extension of Waiver )

To The Comnmussion
EX PARTE FURTHER COMMENTS OF LUCENT TECHNOLOGIES INC.

Lucent Technologies Inc. (“Lucent™) hercin conuments upon the Reply Comments of
AirCell, Inc, WT Docket No 02-86, filed June 9, 2003

V-COMM, LLC, a telecommurnications engineering consultant, was engaged by AT&T
Wireless, Cmgular, and Vernizon Wireless to assess the interference potential of AirCell
operations ' As thesc tests entailed the use of Lucent equipment, Lucent provided
consultation to V-COMM and, n its Comments, Lucent commented on the V-COMM
results © ArrCell, 1in its Reply Comments, disputes the results of V-COMM

AnCell has asscrted incorrectly that V-COMM did not follow Lucent documentation in
processing PLLM data (PLM 1s a cell site feature that logs recerved power over time), and
thal Lucent’s observation of a degraded blocked call ratc was not meaningful.

Specifically, AirCell clatms that V-COMM did not follow the rules related to the PLM
tool and thereby suggests that Lucent’s audit of this process was less than thorough.l
AirCell’s claim and suggestion are wrong  V-COMM did, 1n fact, consult with Lucent
regarding the method of processing PLM data  AirCell argues that some readings at the
lower end of the measurement range should be discarded, evidently basing this objection
upon a statement within an old AT&T Corp manual that pomnts out the lowest valucs
oblamed represent noise rather than interference 7 As V-COMM’s purpose was (o obtam
4 baseline of total impairment (1e, thermal noise plus other sources of cochannel
interfercnce). the retention of these values was appropriate The statement from the
AT&T manual s taken out of context, and does not apply to V-COMM’s intended use of

the data

: V-COMM, Inc | Engineermg Report of the AnCell Compantbdity lest, Apnl 10, 2003

~ Lucent Comments, April 10, 2003

"AnCell Reply Conunents at 33, 36

" AunCell Reply Comments at 38 The manual 1o which AwCell refers was produced by the AT&T busincss
unit that developed and sold wireless infrastiucture prior to the 1996 sphit of AT& T mto three separate
companies  In 19960, this AT& T umt became part ol Lucent Technologies Inc
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Further, AwrCell’s statement regarding the observed degradation 1in blocked call rate
reflects a msunderstanding of the analysis®  As stated i its Comments, Lucent
examined interference cffcets that met a certain level of staustical sigmificance based
solely on the sample size® A statistically significant difference m blocked call rate
(BCR) wus obscrved in the TDMA data in the sense that the BCR observed 1n the
presence ol interference falls outside the probable range of BCR values that can occur 1n
the absence of mterference  This statistically significant difference occurred flor
interference i the -117 to 114 dBm range Simular statements cannot bc made about
the observed difference 1n TDMA BCR for lower interference levels, since Lhese
differences fall within the range of normal statistrcal variability

Lucent’s Comments also included an Appendix, “Impact of External Interfcrence on
CDMA ™ This appendia provided graphs that could be used to assess the capacity and
coverage 1mpact of AMPS nterferers on a CDMA network.  AmrCell immcorrectly
mterprets and mappropriately modifies these results  Tn summary, AirCell argues that
Luccent overstates the coverage impact of a narrowband interferer because Lucent does
not consider that the mterferer’s power would be spread over the bandwidth of the
CDMA carrier - AirCell wrongly concludes thal the actual impact in this scenario would
he 16 1 dB morc benign than that shown n the figure * AirCell 1s similarly nustaken n
concluding that the capacity impact described by Lucent 1s overstated.” In fact, the
uraphs m question alrcady include the effect of spreading the narrowband interference
powcr over the CDMA bandwidth  AirCell’s suggested adjustment essentially applies a
spreading gain twice, as opposed toonce By applying spreading gain t wice, ArCell
signtlicantly underestimates the tmpact of narrowband interferers  This mcthod of
analysis 1s mcorrect and could not be supported by valid measurements. Therefore, any
assertion that ficld data supports this approach should be closely evaluated

Finally, ArrCell appcars to place some mcuning on the fact that the authors of the study
Lucent imcluded 1 1ts Comments were not listed, stating that “the unknown author of this

tesimonial scems to nusunderstand the concepts of CDMA spreading and despreading
w1l

The correct analysis of narrowband interference has been key to Lucent’s widespread
successful deployment ol cellular CDMA systems, which typically operate in close
spectral and spatial proximity 10 AMPS systems. The Appendix on interference was
authored by Dr Shen-De Lin and Mr Mark Newbury, who have played a key role in the
design and implementation of [Lucent wircless spread spectrum systems for over a
decade Dr Lin s a Consulung Member of Techmical Staff (CMTS), with specialty
the analysis of mutual mlerference between wireless systems. Mr. Newbury 1s a Senior

" AuCell Reply Comments at 63, and Artachment, “AirCell Engmeenng Review of V-Comm Reports,” at
332

f Lucent Comments, a1 12

“AnCell Reply Comments of, at 63

“1d ar324

“1d a132-3

"1d at32-6
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Manager in Radio Technology Applications, and a Fellow of Bell Laboratories  Either
would be glad 1o provide any further clarification that the Commuission would find useful

Respectfully submitted,
Lucent Technologies Inc.

By Robert A Geilich
Corporate Counsel
67 Whippany Road
Whippany, New Jersey 07981
(973) 386-7393

October 9, 2003



